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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 11, 13-17, 19 and 20 have been 
considered but are moot as the modifying valve of Kessell et al exemplifies a parallel 
mating valve surfaces in both the open and closed positions. The rejection has been 
modified of this in paragraph 3 below. . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 11, 13, 17, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,151,178 to Nickerson et al in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 3,740,019 to Kessell et al. 

3. As per claims 1 1 and 17, Nickerson et al discloses (see Figure 3) an orifice 
member (212) defining a first surface, the orifice member having an inlet (at (214)) and 
an outlet (at (212)), a plunger (combined, (200) and (206)), a pole (30) and coil (28) 
which energized to move the plunger, the plunger being movable relative to the orifice 
member; a first guide spring (202) situated between the orifice member and the plunger 
and having a portion attached to a first end of the plunger, the first guide spring defining 
a second surface, the second surface being sealable against the first surface to prevent 
fluid flow between the inlet and the outlet. Nickerson et al does not teach the plunger 
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and spring attached to one another, and although it is taught away from such an 
attachment, the attachment of two items is obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made, since it has been held that forming in once piece an 
article which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together involves only 
routine skill in the art. See Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164 (1893). 
Further, Nickerson does not teach the fist and second sealing surfaced being co-planer 
when the plunger is in its closed position. However, Kessell et al discloses a valve of 
the same type as Nickerson el al, featuring a plunger (50, 47) and guide spring (36) 
arrangement (See Figures 1 and 2) where the second sealing surface (underside of 
spring (36) and the first sealing surface (at (68)) are substantially co-planar when the 
valve is in both its open and closed positions. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art to have provided the device of Nickerson et al with a 
sealing arrangement as suggested by Kessell et al. Doing so would provide a sealing 
surface where the spring is "at rest" in the closed position, and because (a) the 
Nickerson et al reference and the Kessell et al reference are known work in one of field 
of endeavor, (b) such modification is merely the use of known technique to improve a 
similar device by Applicant, and (c) such modification, i.e. choosing from a finite number 
of predictable solutions, is not of innovation but of ordinary skill and common sense. 
KSR, International Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. (2007). 

4. As per claim 1 3 and 1 9, the plunger is moved to the open position when the coil 
in energized. 
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5. As per claim 20, the guide spring of Nickerson urges the plunger in the closed 
position. 

6. Claims, and 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 5,151,178 to Nickerson et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 3,740,019 
to Kessell et al and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,635,683 to Neilson. 

7. The rejection of claims 1 1 above serve as the basis for the following. 

As per claims, 14-16, neither Nickerson et al nor Kessell et al teach a second 
guide spring attached to the second end (aka, proximal end) of the plunger. Neilson 
teaches a solenoid valve having a plunger (16) having flat guide springs ((36) and (32)) 
on both ends of the plunger, the second spring biasing a plunger into the closed 
position, and an elastomeric insert (14) in an opening defined by the plunger (16). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to have 
provided the device of Nickerson et al with a flat guide springs on the second end of the 
plunger as suggested by Neilson. Doing so would provide additional valve member 
responsiveness and because (a) the Nickerson et al reference and the Neilson 
reference are known work in one of field of endeavor, (b) such modification is merely 
the use of known technique to improve a similar device by Applicant and (c) such 
modification, i.e. choosing from a finite number of predictable solutions, is not of 
innovation but of ordinary skill and common sense. KSR, International Co. v. Teleflex 
Inc., 550 U.S. (2007). 



Conclusion 
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8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JAMES S. HOGAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-4902. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, 6:00a-3:00p EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Len Tran can be reached on (571 )272-1 1 84. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/J. S. H./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3752 
/Len Tran/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3752 



